1. Introduction {#sec1-ijerph-17-01425}
===============

Everyday discrimination is a critical concern because of the great burdens it exerts on societies \[[@B1-ijerph-17-01425],[@B2-ijerph-17-01425]\] and individuals \[[@B3-ijerph-17-01425],[@B4-ijerph-17-01425],[@B5-ijerph-17-01425],[@B6-ijerph-17-01425],[@B7-ijerph-17-01425]\] worldwide. Everyday discrimination can be defined as chronic and routine unfair treatment that an individual encounters in everyday life---discrimination based on their actual or perceived characteristics, such as race, gender, sexual orientation, age, immigration status, income, medical condition, and mental or physical disability. It can be conveyed through opinions, attitudes, and behaviors and can be measured by documenting objective events or relying on subjective perceptions of events \[[@B8-ijerph-17-01425],[@B9-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Some researchers have argued that previous studies failed to adequately sample the range of discriminatory events \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\], which could have led to underestimation of the prevalence and personal consequences of discrimination \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\]. On the one hand, discrimination incidents are often ambiguous---that is, people cannot be sure whether mistreatment they receive is the result of their age or gender or some other reason \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In addition, some regular incidents may still have adverse effects even if people do not expressly report that they have been 'discriminated against' \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425],[@B11-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Everyday discrimination can be based on a number of factors \[[@B8-ijerph-17-01425]\], including gender \[[@B9-ijerph-17-01425],[@B12-ijerph-17-01425]\], age \[[@B13-ijerph-17-01425],[@B14-ijerph-17-01425]\], weight \[[@B15-ijerph-17-01425]\], and sexual orientation \[[@B16-ijerph-17-01425]\].

Because of the remarkable growth in the number of aging workers, research on everyday discrimination against aging workers is extremely important \[[@B17-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Every country in the world is experiencing growth in the number and proportion of older persons \[[@B18-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Globally, the population of adults aged 65 years or older is growing faster than all other age groups \[[@B18-ijerph-17-01425]\], which means that the aging population is becoming the main component of the labor force. According to data from World Population Prospects, by 2050, one in six people in the world will be older than 65 (16%), up from one in 11 in 2019 (9%). By 2050, one in four persons living in Europe and Northern America could be 65 or older \[[@B18-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Everyday discrimination has a serious impact on aging workers, as it could cause them to develop self-critical thoughts, including negative self-perceptions of aging, which, in turn, can lead to depression \[[@B19-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Discrimination against aging workers has resulted in systematic discrimination and is not conducive to the equal social status of older workers \[[@B20-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Because of the slower growth of the labor force, most aging countries aim to improve work enthusiasm and productivity among aging workers \[[@B21-ijerph-17-01425],[@B22-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Therefore, to address these practical and theoretical research gaps, this study examined the impact of everyday discrimination on presenteeism mediated by positive and negative affect. Because multiple facets of personality may affect perceptions of discrimination responses \[[@B23-ijerph-17-01425]\] among people with varying personality traits, we also consider the moderating effects of conscientiousness.

The present findings are noteworthy for several reasons. First, we focus on issues related to everyday discrimination of aging workers. The aging of labor forces is one of the most significant problems faced by organizations and governments and is attributable to decreases in human death and birth rates, increases in statutory retirement age, and a reduction in retirement savings \[[@B24-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The proportion of workers older than 55 years is rapidly increasing around the world \[[@B15-ijerph-17-01425]\]. With the threat of labor shortages and insufficient pension funds, retaining old employees---and maintaining their work enthusiasm and performance---is now an important goal in many developed countries \[[@B21-ijerph-17-01425],[@B22-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Therefore, the selection of aging workers as a research focus is the first valuable contribution of this paper. Because potential loss of productivity is also an important effect of discrimination, collection of data on the impact of discrimination on presenteeism is the second contribution of this paper. In addition, affective event theory (AET) is usually used to assess how workplace events influence employees' affective states and, thus, their behaviors. We originally used AET to evaluate how life events affect aging workers' affects and, ultimately, result in presenteeism. Perception of everyday discrimination may lead to negative affects among aging workers, thus contributing to presenteeism. Alternatively, when moderated by conscientiousness, it might trigger positive affects among aging workers and alleviate worsening of work ability. Research on this topic is useful for alleviating implicit absence in the workplace and improving enterprise performance. These are the goals of this study.

2. Theoretical Background and Literature Review {#sec2-ijerph-17-01425}
===============================================

2.1. Theoretical Background {#sec2dot1-ijerph-17-01425}
---------------------------

AET \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\] emphasizes the role of discrete events as proximal causes of affective reactions that influence the attitudes and behaviors of people. For instance, an affective reaction emerges from a dual-level cognitive appraisal process that starts with an initial evaluation of an event's relevance to the individual \[[@B26-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The event shapes the intensity of the person's subjective emotional reaction, and the initial appraisal contributes to further specific appraisals of the potential causes of an emotional experience, as well as those consequences attributed to the event. In addition, AET proposes that affective events can determine affective states \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\]. If, for example, an employee is treated unfairly by a leader (regular event), it generates anger (affective state) and contributes to the employee's work outcome (behavior).

Because discrete emotions endorsed at workplaces are essential to productivity, AET has been used as an effective analytic framework that can explain how employee output can be improved by managing their emotional labor \[[@B26-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Inspired by AET, Lam (2012) considered the integrative context of workplace environments, events, affect, attitudes, and behaviors, which includes the work environment (supervisory support), regular work events (interactional justice), and affective (unhappiness, anger, tiredness, anxiety, and hopelessness), and attitudinal (job satisfaction) and behavioral (emotional labor, service quality, and turnover) reactions \[[@B26-ijerph-17-01425]\]. As compared with affective events in the workplace, perceived everyday discrimination can be regarded as a kind of affective event in daily life, since it can lead to emotions such as depression \[[@B27-ijerph-17-01425],[@B28-ijerph-17-01425],[@B29-ijerph-17-01425]\].

Using AET and the theoretical framework of Lam \[[@B26-ijerph-17-01425]\], we propose a model ([Figure 1](#ijerph-17-01425-f001){ref-type="fig"}) that is broadly consistent with AET \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\]. This model posits that everyday discrimination (regular event) can influence positive and negative affects (affective states), which might diminish enthusiasm for work and contribute to presenteeism (affect-driven behavior).

2.2. Perceived Everyday Discrimination and Positive and Negative Affect {#sec2dot2-ijerph-17-01425}
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Everyday discrimination can be defined as the chronic and regular unjust treatment an individual experiences in daily life---discrimination based on their actual or perceived characteristics, such as gender \[[@B9-ijerph-17-01425]\], sexual orientation \[[@B16-ijerph-17-01425]\], age \[[@B13-ijerph-17-01425]\], and weight \[[@B15-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Conveyed by words, attitudes, and behaviors, everyday discrimination is normally measured by means of documentation or by assessing subjective perceptions of objective events \[[@B8-ijerph-17-01425],[@B9-ijerph-17-01425]\].

As the construct of affect developed, affects captured by individuals were usually classified as positive affect and negative affect \[[@B30-ijerph-17-01425],[@B31-ijerph-17-01425]\], because they were regarded as two relatively independent processes. Specifically, negative affect was defined as the extent to which a person experiences subjective distress, unpleasant engagement, and emotional pain \[[@B31-ijerph-17-01425]\], while positive affect---typically featuring happiness, excitement, or contentment---was a mental state best characterized by enjoyable engagement with the environment \[[@B32-ijerph-17-01425],[@B33-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The AET theory recognized that affect itself was multidimensional, which meant people could feel angry or frustrated (negative affect) as well as proud or joyful (positive affect) at the same time \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\].

AET further claimed that negative affective states were only present when a negative event (e.g., perceived everyday discrimination) occurred \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\], but changes in positive affect attributable to regular events (e.g., perceived everyday discrimination) were not asymmetric with those of negative affect \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\]. For instance, higher perceived discrimination derived from characteristics like race \[[@B34-ijerph-17-01425]\], gender \[[@B35-ijerph-17-01425]\], and weight \[[@B15-ijerph-17-01425]\] was found to be related to higher negative affect and lower positive affect. Based on previous studies, this paper attempts to study the different impacts of perceived everyday discrimination on positive and negative affect. Thus, we suggest that perceived everyday discrimination may lead to an upshift in negative affect (e.g., angry, guilty) and a downshift in positive affect (e.g., joyful, content), as indicated by two hypotheses:

*Perceived everyday discrimination is positively associated with negative affect*.

*Perceived everyday discrimination is inversely associated with positive affect*.

2.3. Perceived Everyday Discrimination and Presenteeism {#sec2dot3-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------------------------------------------------

As a representative counterproductive behavior and a crucial outcome variable of perceived everyday discrimination, presenteeism has received little attention until recently \[[@B36-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Definitions of presenteeism vary between studies \[[@B37-ijerph-17-01425]\] and are evolving, and there has been no unified definition of presenteeism, as the three main lines of thought are developing independently and are used in parallel \[[@B38-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The first, European, line \[[@B37-ijerph-17-01425]\] defines it as the act of attending work while ill and focuses on its antecedents and consequences \[[@B39-ijerph-17-01425],[@B40-ijerph-17-01425],[@B41-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The second line, developed by North American researchers, \[[@B37-ijerph-17-01425]\] defines it as a measurable loss of productivity attributable to attending work with health problems \[[@B42-ijerph-17-01425],[@B43-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The third line defines presenteeism as being physically present but functionally absent \[[@B44-ijerph-17-01425]\], which is not strictly restricted to illness.

The abovementioned three lines have different focuses. From our perspective, potential productivity loss results from various causes, including health and reasons unrelated to illness \[[@B45-ijerph-17-01425],[@B46-ijerph-17-01425],[@B47-ijerph-17-01425],[@B48-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In the present study, we define presenteeism, broadly, as potential productivity loss due to health or other events that distract employees from their full work capacity \[[@B45-ijerph-17-01425],[@B46-ijerph-17-01425],[@B47-ijerph-17-01425],[@B48-ijerph-17-01425]\].

Although many determinants of presenteeism have been fully examined, only a few studies have investigated perceived everyday discrimination. As a kind of relational demand \[[@B36-ijerph-17-01425]\] and a psychological factor leading to potential productivity loss in the workplace \[[@B49-ijerph-17-01425]\], perceived everyday discrimination directly and indirectly leads to presenteeism by influencing the decision to report to work or not when ill \[[@B36-ijerph-17-01425]\] and by increasing the risks of physical and mental health problems (i.e., backache, muscle pain, stomachache, overall fatigue, headache, anxiety/depression, sleeping problems, and injury) \[[@B50-ijerph-17-01425],[@B51-ijerph-17-01425],[@B52-ijerph-17-01425],[@B53-ijerph-17-01425]\]. AET considers perceived everyday discrimination as a regular event that can influence the affective states of employees and thus, their enthusiasm for work. This affect-driven behavior ultimately links it to presenteeism. Thus, we hypothesized that discrimination would affect presenteeism among aging workers.

*Perceived everyday discrimination is directly positively related to presenteeism*.

2.4. Positive Affect, Negative Affect, and Presenteeism {#sec2dot4-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------------------------------------------------

Researchers now recognize the important role of positive and negative affect in the workplace \[[@B54-ijerph-17-01425],[@B55-ijerph-17-01425]\]. With respect to AET, affective states of labor might influence workers' presenteeism and other work-related problems \[[@B56-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Positive affect and negative affect potentially influence physical pain, which is then linked to productivity loss \[[@B57-ijerph-17-01425]\]. For example, sleep disturbance indirectly predicts pain interference via negative and positive affect \[[@B58-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Positive affect can serve as a buffer against adverse pain outcome \[[@B59-ijerph-17-01425]\], while negative affect may influence pain by interfering with sleep \[[@B58-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Moreover, positive affect and negative affect were frequently used as mediators in research models, because of their close inter-relationship \[[@B60-ijerph-17-01425],[@B61-ijerph-17-01425],[@B62-ijerph-17-01425],[@B63-ijerph-17-01425]\].

As to AET, different affective reactions can have different behavioral implications \[[@B25-ijerph-17-01425]\]; thus, positive and negative affect may have different effects on presenteeism. Positive affect was reported to be negatively related to presenteeism, whereas negative affect was positively related to presenteeism \[[@B64-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Employees with negative affect may have difficulty enacting constructive coping behaviors \[[@B65-ijerph-17-01425]\] and may instead opt for emotion-focused coping, which involves impulsive and destructive responses \[[@B66-ijerph-17-01425]\] that could potentially culminate in presenteeism \[[@B67-ijerph-17-01425],[@B68-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In contrast, positive affect facilitates creative problem-solving and flexible cognitive processing \[[@B69-ijerph-17-01425]\] and often occurs with a promotion regulatory focus \[[@B70-ijerph-17-01425]\], which itself may be negatively related to presenteeism. In sum, theoretical and empirical evidence supports the linkage of affect and performance. Everyday discrimination (regular event) can result in downshifting of positive affect and upshifting of negative affect (affective states), which might thereby diminish enthusiasm for work, thus contributing to presenteeism (affect-driven behavior).

*Positive affect is inversely related to presenteeism*.

*Negative affect is positively related to presenteeism*.

*Positive affect mediated the relation of perceived everyday discrimination with presenteeism, and negative affect mediated the relation of perceived everyday discrimination with presenteeism*.

2.5. Conscientiousness as a Moderator {#sec2dot5-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------------------------------

Research on the "Big 5" personality traits suggests that personality is strongly related to mood \[[@B71-ijerph-17-01425],[@B72-ijerph-17-01425],[@B73-ijerph-17-01425],[@B74-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Several studies analyzed the "Big 5" personality traits, both together \[[@B75-ijerph-17-01425],[@B76-ijerph-17-01425],[@B77-ijerph-17-01425]\] and singly or in pairs, as moderators in research models \[[@B78-ijerph-17-01425],[@B79-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In the "Big 5" model of personality, conscientiousness is conceptualized as a higher-order personality trait that subsumes lower-order traits, including competence and achievement, orderliness, and self-control or deliberation \[[@B80-ijerph-17-01425],[@B81-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Conscientiousness is arguably the most significant personality trait \[[@B81-ijerph-17-01425]\] and is commonly regarded as a personal resource that helps individuals mitigate the impacts of stress \[[@B79-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Recent meta-analyses found that conscientiousness is inversely associated with negative affect \[[@B82-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Individuals with high conscientiousness work harder and are more likely to obey rules \[[@B83-ijerph-17-01425]\]; when they perceived discrimination, their capacity for emotional recovery is stronger \[[@B24-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Studies have explored the moderating effect of conscientiousness on the relation between negative events and negative affect. Chi and Ho (2014) \[[@B74-ijerph-17-01425]\] confirmed that conscientiousness among workers moderates negative affect attributable to leaders' complaints. Thus, we assumed that perceived everyday discrimination greatly influences affects among aging workers with low conscientiousness.

*Conscientiousness negatively moderates the mediating effects of perceived everyday discrimination on positive affect and positively moderates the mediating effects of perceived everyday discrimination on negative affect*.

3. Materials and Methods {#sec3-ijerph-17-01425}
========================

3.1. Sample and Data Source {#sec3dot1-ijerph-17-01425}
---------------------------

Cross-sectional data for the current study were collected from respondents participating in the 2016 wave of the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). The HRS was sponsored by the National Institute on Aging (grant number NIA U01AG009740) and was conducted by the University of Michigan in the United States.

The HRS began in 1992 and now includes more than 26,000 respondents. People older than 50 years were recruited by means of multistage sampling for participation in biennial surveys that assess the characteristics of the aging population \[[@B84-ijerph-17-01425],[@B85-ijerph-17-01425]\]. To keep the sample representative, HRS researchers add new respondents every 6 years. In 2006, the HRS added a Participant Lifestyle Questionnaire (PLQ) to their core biennial survey; the PLQ was administered to a random 50% of core panel participants. Additional details regarding the design of the HRS are available elsewhere (<http://hrsonline.isr.umich.edu>).

In the 2016 wave of HRS, data from the Lifestyle and Behavior Questionnaire (LBQ) were available for 8388 participants. Among these participants, 2152 (25.7%) were currently employed and answered at least one question on the "LBQ 2016". In this study, we defined aging workers as those older than 55 years. Among employed participants, 2006 (93.2%) were aged 50 to 59 years. The percentage of those with missing data was less than 10%. Because presenteeism is only observed among currently employed participants, only data from the 2152 currently working participants were analyzed in this study.

3.2. Measures {#sec3dot2-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------

*Perceived Everyday Discrimination.* Discrimination was assessed by using a scale of global perceptions of everyday unfair treatment \[[@B86-ijerph-17-01425]\]. This scale consists of nine items and measures encounters with discrimination in the respondent's day-to-day life. Representative items include, "How often have you been treated with less courtesy than others?" Items are asked of respondents regardless of the attribution for unfair treatment. Responses are scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = almost every day to 6 = never. In these analyses, the mean of the total scale score was used; higher scores indicate lower discrimination. Data for this scale in 2016 were found to have high reliability (Cronbach α = 0.83)

*Presenteeism.* Presenteeism was assessed by using a reliable and validated instrument---the Perceived Ability to Work Scale (PAWS)---to analyze a job's physical, mental, and interpersonal demands \[[@B87-ijerph-17-01425],[@B88-ijerph-17-01425]\]. We believe this instrument is a valid measure of presenteeism because it estimates perceived productivity losses \[[@B88-ijerph-17-01425]\] and has been frequently used in previous studies \[[@B45-ijerph-17-01425],[@B46-ijerph-17-01425],[@B47-ijerph-17-01425],[@B48-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Because several recent studies have defined presenteeism as potential productivity loss in the workplace attributable to health or other events \[[@B41-ijerph-17-01425],[@B42-ijerph-17-01425],[@B43-ijerph-17-01425],[@B44-ijerph-17-01425]\], we used this definition in the present study. This scale consists of four items, and only currently working participants were asked to respond. Representative items include "Thinking about the interpersonal demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?" Responses are scored on an 11-point Likert scale ranging from 0 = "cannot currently work at all" to 10 = "work ability is currently at its lifetime best". In these analyses, the mean of the total scale score was used; higher scores indicate greater current ability to work. Presenteeism was measured by using the PAWS, which is a reliable tool for measuring perceived productivity loss and was reported to have acceptable psychometric characteristics in previous empirical studies and in the US Health and Retirement Surveys \[[@B45-ijerph-17-01425],[@B89-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The data for the scale in 2016 were reported to have high reliability (Cronbach α = 0.89). Higher scores indicate lower presenteeism and higher perceived ability to work.

*Positive and Negative Affect.* These scales assess positive and negative dimensions of emotional (hedonic) well-being. In 2008, researchers started to choose most of the 25 items to assess positive and negative affect from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule---Expanded Form (PAN AS-X) \[[@B31-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Some items were obtained from the work of other researchers in this field \[[@B90-ijerph-17-01425],[@B91-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The scale consists of 25 items. Positive affect was defined as determined, enthusiastic, active, proud, interested, happy, attentive, content, inspired, hopeful, alert, calm, and excited. Data for the positive affect scale in 2016 were reported to have high reliability (Cronbach α = 0.93). Negative affect was defined as afraid, upset, guilty, scared, frustrated, bored, hostile, jittery, ashamed, nervous, sad, and distressed. Data for the negative affect scale in 2016 were reported to have high reliability (Cronbach α = 0.90). Responses were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = very much to 5 = not at all. In these analyses, the mean of the total scale score was used; higher scores indicate lower positive as well as lower negative affect.

*Conscientiousness.* The conscientiousness trait was evaluated on a scale of 1 = a lot to 4 = not at all. Higher values indicate greater conscientiousness. Our research uses the "Big 5" Personality Traits scale \[[@B92-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Conscientiousness was based on the following traits: organized, responsible, hardworking, careful, and thorough. Data for this scale in 2016 had satisfactory reliability (Cronbach α = 0.67). Higher scores indicate lower conscientiousness.

*Demographic Factors.* Age was defined as age in years at baseline. Gender was coded as 1 = men and 2 = women.

3.3. Statistical Analysis {#sec3dot3-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------------------

SPSS 24.0 (IBM Corp.; Armonk, NY, USA) and AMOS 24.0 (IBM Corp.; Armonk, NY, USA) was used for statistical analysis comprising descriptive analysis and path analysis. Missing values for observed indicators were imputed by using expectation maximization (EM) implementation of maximum likelihood. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine associations among perceived everyday discrimination, positive affect and negative affect, and presenteeism. The moderated mediation model was used to examine the moderated mediation effects of conscientiousness. AMOS 24.0 and PROCESS Model 7 in SPSS were used for the mediation analysis and moderated mediation analysis, respectively.

Before SEM, correlation analysis was used to determine the significance of correlations between perceived everyday discrimination, positive affect and negative affect, conscientiousness, and presenteeism. SEM analysis was used to distinguish relationships between discrimination, positive and negative affect, and presenteeism. The criteria used to evaluate good global fit were a root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) less than 0.08 and goodness of fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI), comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker--Lewis index (TLI) values of 0.90 or higher.

A non-parametric resampling procedure was used to test mediation with SPSS INDIRECT Macros Model 4, as recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2004) \[[@B93-ijerph-17-01425]\]. This was considered the most straightforward bootstrapping method to acquire confidence intervals for indirect effects \[[@B94-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Mediation was proved if the indirect effect was significant and the confidence interval did not include zero \[[@B95-ijerph-17-01425]\].

The moderated mediation model was tested with PROCESS Model 7 in SPSS. When significant mediation was established, conditional indirect effect procedures were used to determine whether mediation depended on the level of the theoretically proposed moderator (i.e., conscientiousness) \[[@B96-ijerph-17-01425],[@B97-ijerph-17-01425]\]. One thousand bootstrapping re-samples generated 95% confidence intervals, and the moderated mediation model was tested to determine if the conditional mediation model was significant for presenteeism \[[@B97-ijerph-17-01425]\].

4. Results {#sec4-ijerph-17-01425}
==========

4.1. Preliminary Analysis {#sec4dot1-ijerph-17-01425}
-------------------------

Among the participants, 937 (43.6%) were male and 1215 (56.4%) were female; 146 (6.8%) were younger than 50 years, 533 (24.8%) were aged 51 to 55 years, 599 (27.8%) were aged 56 to 60 years, 457 (21.2%) were aged 61 to 65 years, 212 (9.9%) were aged 66 to 70 years, and 204 (9.5%) were older than 70 years. Detailed results are shown in [Table 1](#ijerph-17-01425-t001){ref-type="table"}.

4.2. Means (SD) for Discrimination, Conscientiousness, Positive and Negative Affect, and Presenteeism {#sec4dot2-ijerph-17-01425}
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

[Table 2](#ijerph-17-01425-t002){ref-type="table"} shows the mean (SD) values for discrimination, conscientiousness, positive and negative affect, and presenteeism. The means for the five discrimination items were very high, but the range was considerable. The means ranged from 4.81 ("You receive poorer service or treatment than other people from doctors or hospitals"; SD = 1.28) to 5.75 ("You are treated with less courtesy or respect than other people"; SD = 0.62). The mean for the positive affect items was lower than that for the negative affect items. The fifth positive affect item ("happy") had the lowest score (M = 1.99, SD = 0.94), and the twentieth item ("excited") had the highest score (M = 2.61, SD = 1.09). The ninth negative affect item ("ashamed") had the highest score (M = 4.68, SD = 0.71), and the fifth item ("frustrated") had the lowest score (M = 3.56, SD = 1.11). The means for conscientiousness ranged from 2.77 ("impulsive", SD = 0.86) to 3.78 ("hardworking", SD = 0.49; "responsible", SD = 0.75). The means for the four presenteeism items were extremely high and ranged from 8.49 ("Thinking about the physical demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?" SD = 1.80) to 8.70 ("Thinking about the mental demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?" SD = 1.57).

4.3. Model Fit {#sec4dot3-ijerph-17-01425}
--------------

As shown in [Table 3](#ijerph-17-01425-t003){ref-type="table"}, despite a marginal violation (the average proportions of indicator variance extracted (AVE) for negative affect and conscientiousness did not yield an acceptable fit), the scores for composite reliability (CR) suggest acceptable reliability.

4.4. Pearson Correlations between Discrimination, Conscientiousness, Positive and Negative Affect, and Presenteeism. {#sec4dot4-ijerph-17-01425}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Correlation coefficients (r) show correlations between items within the same construct ([Table 4](#ijerph-17-01425-t004){ref-type="table"}). Positive affect was significantly negatively correlated with negative affect (r = −0.45). Positive affect and negative affect yielded different outcomes: positive affect was significantly negatively correlated with discrimination and presenteeism (r = −0.22 to r = −0.34), while negative affect was significantly positively correlated with discrimination and presenteeism (r = 0.41 to r = 0.28). There was a significant positive correlation between discrimination and presenteeism (r = 0.22).

4.5. SEM Model {#sec4dot5-ijerph-17-01425}
--------------

We used SEM to examine the mediating role of positive affect and negative affect on the influences of perceived everyday discrimination and presenteeism. Before SEM, analysis of the measurement model showed that our model fit the data well: the values for the goodness-of-fit index and comparative fit index for each measurement model were all between 0.908 and 0.920. As shown in [Figure 2](#ijerph-17-01425-f002){ref-type="fig"}, perceived everyday discrimination had a significant positive correlation with presenteeism (*β* = 0.15, SE = 0.030; *p* \< 0.001), a significant negative correlation with positive affect (*β* = −0.31, SE = 0.084; *p* \< 0.001), and a significant positive correlation with negative affect (*β* = 0.48, SE = 0.060; *p* \< 0.001). Positive affect had a significant negative correlation with presenteeism (*β* = −0.28, SE = 0.048, *p* \< 0.001), and negative affect had a significant positive correlation with presenteeism (*β* = 0.12, SE = 0.085; *p* \< 0.001). Therefore, positive affect and negative affect mediate the influence of perceived everyday discrimination on presenteeism.

In SPSS, mediation analysis with model 4 of the PROCESS macro was used to determine whether positive affect and negative affect mediated the association between perceived everyday discrimination and presenteeism. This reasonable bootstrapping technique yielded confidence intervals for indirect effects. A significant indirect effect and mediation were considered present when the confidence interval did not include zero. The analysis showed that discrimination was related to lower positive affect, which in turn was related to greater presenteeism (point estimate of indirect effects = 0.1192, SE = 0.017, 95% BCa CI = 0.0877 to 0.1549). Similarly, discrimination was related to greater negative affect, which in turn was related to greater potential loss of productivity (point estimate of indirect effect = 0.0955, SE = 0.232, 95% BCa CI = 0.0496 to 0.1417).

4.6. Examination of Moderated Mediation Model {#sec4dot6-ijerph-17-01425}
---------------------------------------------

Because of theoretical considerations and the significant mediation model, we used SPSS PROCESS Macros Model 7 to examine the moderating role of conscientiousness in the process by which discrimination influences positive and negative affect. Moderated mediation was tested with PROCESS Model 7, with positive affect as the outcome variable. As shown in [Table 5](#ijerph-17-01425-t005){ref-type="table"} the product term conscientiousness had a significant predictive effect on positive affect (B = 0.1023, *p* \< 0.05). Hayes (2014) \[[@B96-ijerph-17-01425]\] and Hayes (2013) \[[@B97-ijerph-17-01425]\] maintain that a conditional indirect effect is present if the relationships between the independent variable and moderators are significant and the bootstrapping confidence intervals do not include zero.

As shown above, higher conscientiousness scores indicate lower conscientiousness; thus, the lower score for conscientiousness, below, indicates greater conscientiousness. The data shown in [Table 5](#ijerph-17-01425-t005){ref-type="table"} suggest that conscientiousness significantly moderated the indirect effect of discrimination on positive affect. Specifically, the interaction effect between discrimination and conscientiousness increased as conscientiousness decreased. As shown in [Figure 3](#ijerph-17-01425-f003){ref-type="fig"} and [Table 6](#ijerph-17-01425-t006){ref-type="table"}, older workers with low conscientiousness were more likely to be affected by perceived everyday discrimination than were those with high conscientiousness. The effect on positive affect was strongest when conscientiousness was lowest.

5. Discussion {#sec5-ijerph-17-01425}
=============

We used data from 2152 workers and affective event theory to examine how perceived everyday discrimination influences presenteeism and potential productivity loss through positive and negative affect and how conscientiousness moderates the relationship between discrimination and positive affect among aging workers. Everyday discrimination was directly positively correlated with presenteeism. In addition, discrimination increased presenteeism by reinforcing negative affect among aging workers and reduced presenteeism by increasing positive affect. In addition, aging workers with low conscientiousness were more likely than those with high conscientiousness to suppress positive affects when faced with daily discrimination.

Our empirical research showed that perceived everyday discrimination suppressed positive affect and reinforced negative affect among aging workers. Previous research focused mostly on affect in work-related scenarios. Some studies found that criticism, work pressure, and other stressful events had a significant negative correlation with positive affect and a significant positive correlation with negative affect \[[@B98-ijerph-17-01425],[@B99-ijerph-17-01425]\]. The present study explored the impact of perceived everyday discrimination---a frequent, negative experience of stress that is difficult to address---on the affects of aging workers. Ultimately, our results were similar to those of previous studies of the influence of stressful events on affect. To our knowledge, because stressful events often have varying impacts on different affects, many researchers analyzed positive and negative affects, as this yields more abundant paths to affects. We found that perceived everyday discrimination among aging workers suppresses positive affect and increases negative affect, which is of great practical significance. Policymakers should be made aware of the adverse impact of discrimination on affect. Policies that require fair treatment of aging workers in enterprises should be encouraged, to decrease negative affects in this population.

Another key contribution of this paper is the discovery of a positive relationship between discrimination and presenteeism, a potential counterproductive behavior. Workplace discrimination is strongly discouraged by managers because of its relation to negative work attitudes. Specifically, perceived everyday discrimination is associated with lower job satisfaction \[[@B100-ijerph-17-01425]\], lower work engagement \[[@B101-ijerph-17-01425]\], and lower organizational commitment \[[@B98-ijerph-17-01425]\], which directly lead to decreased working ability among older employees. However, few studies have assessed the indirect and potential effects of discrimination on work ability \[[@B97-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Our study has practical significance for increasing the work performance of aging workers. The Australian Productivity Council states that "higher overall economic productivity and labor force participation are key to future economic growth" \[[@B49-ijerph-17-01425]\] (2005, p. 303), which indicates that discrimination against aging workers has marked adverse effect on potential productivity loss and could hamper national economic growth. As a society develops, an increasing number of older adults continue working, and many need to be employed after retirement \[[@B102-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Thus, managers of enterprises should promote awareness of the effects of discrimination on potential productivity among aging workers by developing employee surveys as well as turnover intention surveys to reduce the risk of discrimination \[[@B103-ijerph-17-01425]\]. To decrease presenteeism, policies should be developed that encourage equitable treatment of older workers, combat negative stereotypes of aging workers, reward aging worker role models, increase opportunities for development and training of aging workers, and generate opportunities for positive intergenerational contact \[[@B103-ijerph-17-01425],[@B104-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Moreover, learning from the traditional Chinese virtue of respecting and caring for the old, society should cultivate a culture of valuing older adults and avoiding perceived everyday discrimination against them. In the same way, because the influence of attendance culture has been regarded as part of the organizations' context and individuals' attendance behavior is reciprocally related to the attendance culture, enterprises should also cultivate a culture of valuing aging workers and avoid presenteeism culture. Such an effort, if successful, would help reduce presenteeism among aging employees in enterprises \[[@B105-ijerph-17-01425],[@B106-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In addition, enhancing the physical, psychological, and interpersonal skills of older workers would help avoid potential productivity loss among them.

We examined how conscientiousness moderates the relationship between perceived everyday discrimination and positive affect among aging workers. Employees with high and low conscientiousness reported major individual differences in goal achievement, orderliness, and impulse control \[[@B78-ijerph-17-01425],[@B81-ijerph-17-01425],[@B107-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Individuals with high conscientiousness have a greater sense of responsibility and are more proficient at goal-oriented tasks, which results in strong motivation to achieve goals and obey rules \[[@B83-ijerph-17-01425],[@B108-ijerph-17-01425],[@B109-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In contrast, less conscientious workers tend to be less responsible and less interested in goal achievement, which decreases their goal-achievement motivations and intentions to follow rules \[[@B108-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Using Emotional Social Information Theory (EASI), researchers explored the effect of 86 leaders' negative emotions on the performance of 191 employees. Conscientiousness positively moderated the relationship between the leaders' negative affect and the subordinates' work performance \[[@B74-ijerph-17-01425]\], which is consistent with our findings. Our results indicate that older workers with poor conscientiousness are quick to view discrimination as negative job-related feedback and prejudice from others, which is more likely to result in disappointing work outcomes. Highly conscientious workers are better at self-control and emotional regulation \[[@B49-ijerph-17-01425],[@B78-ijerph-17-01425],[@B83-ijerph-17-01425]\], whereas workers with low conscientiousness are more likely to be affected by fleeting emotions \[[@B110-ijerph-17-01425]\]. One study found that individuals with low conscientiousness experience more negative emotions after dispiriting events than do highly conscientious workers \[[@B111-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Another study reported that more-conscientious workers recover more easily from negative affect than do less-conscientious workers \[[@B78-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Our findings indicate that older workers with low conscientiousness are more likely to suppress positive affects when they experience daily discrimination, which may further reduce their motivation and hamper performance. These results suggest that, to reduce the harmful impact discrimination has on the affects of older workers, managers should attempt to train highly responsible aging workers, award those who are hardworking and goal-oriented, and combine personal goals and organizational goals, particularly through vacations \[[@B112-ijerph-17-01425],[@B113-ijerph-17-01425]\], as a previous study reported that introduction of vacation leave in workplaces solved work-related problems.

This study has limitations that warrant mention. First, perceived everyday discrimination is a long-term process that may have different effects on the affect and performance of older workers. Causal relationships can only be identified in longitudinal studies. Our study used cross-sectional data to investigate the indirect effect of discrimination on presenteeism in relation to positive and negative affects among older workers. The present data might be useful in future research on the influence of discrimination on presenteeism and in the development of measures to reduce potential loss of productivity among older workers. Secondly, the independent variable of this study was self-reported perceived everyday discrimination among aging workers. Because this type of measurement might not yield adequate ranges for discriminatory incidents as research samples \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\], the prevalence and personal consequences of discrimination may be underestimated \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Discrimination events are ambiguous and subtle---that is, people may fail to confirm whether the discrimination they encountered every day was the result of their age or gender or some other reason \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425]\]. In addition, some routine incidents may still have adverse effects even if people do not expressly report that they have been 'discriminated against' \[[@B10-ijerph-17-01425],[@B11-ijerph-17-01425]\]. Thus, some subjective cognitive deviation between the questionnaire results and objective conditions is possible. However, because discrimination against older workers leads to considerable adverse effects on work performance, it is particularly important to pay attention to such perceptions of discrimination. Finally, the present sample is from a database of aging workers in the United States. However, in the context of worldwide aging of workers, policymakers must be vigilant regarding the negative impact of discrimination on presenteeism and should focus their efforts on highly conscientious older workers.

6. Conclusions {#sec6-ijerph-17-01425}
==============

In conclusion, our study indicates that perceived everyday discrimination indirectly affects presenteeism by influencing positive and negative affects among aging workers. Everyday discrimination suppresses positive affects and stimulates negative emotions, which diminishes the mental resources and adversely influences the work performance of older workers, thereby leading to potential loss of productivity. Company managers must therefore demonstrate that they are attuned to emotional changes in older workers by, for example, providing health care and guidance to aging workers experiencing negative affects and by encouraging those with positive affects to increase work output when faced with discrimination.
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###### 

Demographic characteristics of sample population (*N* = 2152).

  Characteristic   *N*    \%
  ---------------- ------ ------
  \<50             146    6.8
  51--55           533    24.8
  56--60           599    27.8
  61--65           457    21.2
  66--70           212    9.9
  \>70             204    9.5
  **Sex**                 
  Male             937    43.6
  Female           1215   56.4
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###### 

Means (SD) for discrimination (D), positive affect (PA), negative affect (NA), presenteeism (P), and conscientiousness (C).

  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Variable                                                                                                                Item                                                                   Mean   SD
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------- ------ ------
  Discrimination\                                                                                                         D1. You are treated with less courtesy or respect than other people.   4.81   1.28
  (1--5)                                                                                                                                                                                                

  D2. You receive poorer service than other people at restaurants or stores.                                              5.33                                                                   0.95   

  D3. People act as if they think you are not smart.                                                                      5.10                                                                   1.20   

  D4. People act as if they are afraid of you.                                                                            5.47                                                                   0.97   

  D5. You are threatened or harassed.                                                                                     5.69                                                                   0.70   

  D6. You receive poorer service or treatment than other people from doctors or hospitals.                                5.75                                                                   0.62   

  Positive Affect\                                                                                                        PA1. Enthusiastic                                                      2.38   1.10
  (1--12)                                                                                                                                                                                               

  PA2. Active                                                                                                             2.30                                                                   1.10   

  PA3. Proud                                                                                                              2.32                                                                   1.16   

  PA4. Interested                                                                                                         2.13                                                                   1.04   

  PA5. Happy                                                                                                              1.99                                                                   0.94   

  PA6. Attentive                                                                                                          2.27                                                                   1.05   

  PA7. Content                                                                                                            2.29                                                                   1.08   

  PA8. Inspired                                                                                                           2.59                                                                   1.10   

  PA9. Hopeful                                                                                                            2.25                                                                   1.04   

  PA10. Alert                                                                                                             2.03                                                                   0.95   

  PA11. Calm                                                                                                              2.29                                                                   0.98   

  PA12. Excited                                                                                                           2.61                                                                   1.09   

  Negative Affect\                                                                                                        NA1. Afraid                                                            4.45   0.81
  (1--12)                                                                                                                                                                                               

  NA2. Upset                                                                                                              3.80                                                                   0.96   

  NA3. Guilty                                                                                                             4.46                                                                   0.82   

  NA4. Scared                                                                                                             4.41                                                                   0.84   

  NA5. Frustrated                                                                                                         3.56                                                                   1.11   

  NA6. Bored                                                                                                              4.10                                                                   0.98   

  NA7. Hostile                                                                                                            4.54                                                                   0.78   

  NA8. Jittery                                                                                                            4.51                                                                   0.81   

  NA9. Ashamed                                                                                                            4.68                                                                   0.71   

  NA10. Nervous                                                                                                           4.14                                                                   0.95   

  NA11. Sad                                                                                                               4.04                                                                   0.96   

  NA12. Distressed                                                                                                        4.16                                                                   0.97   

  Conscientiousness\                                                                                                      C1. Reckless                                                           3.52   0.70
  (1--10)                                                                                                                                                                                               

  C2. Organized                                                                                                           3.16                                                                   0.82   

  C3. Responsible                                                                                                         3.78                                                                   0.49   

  C4. Hardworking                                                                                                         3.78                                                                   0.75   

  C5. Self-disciplined                                                                                                    3.32                                                                   0.74   

  C6. Careless                                                                                                            3.40                                                                   0.75   

  C7. Impulsive                                                                                                           2.77                                                                   0.86   

  C8. Cautious                                                                                                            3.15                                                                   0.76   

  C9. Thorough                                                                                                            3.22                                                                   0.77   

  C10. Thrifty                                                                                                            2.94                                                                   0.87   

  Presenteeism\                                                                                                           P1. How many points would you give your current ability to work?       8.57   1.63
  (1--4)                                                                                                                                                                                                

  P2. Thinking about the physical demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?        8.49                                                                   1.80   

  P3. Thinking about the mental demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?          8.70                                                                   1.57   

  P4. Thinking about the interpersonal demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?   8.56                                                                   1.63   
  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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###### 

Measures of local fit for the modified model.

                                 Cronbach α   Composite Reliability   Average Variance Extracted
  ------------------------------ ------------ ----------------------- ----------------------------
  Threshold for Acceptable Fit   ≥0.60        ≥0.60                   ≥0.50
  Positive Affect                0.93         0.93                    0.53
  Negative Affect                0.90         0.91                    0.47
  Discrimination                 0.83         0.87                    0.52
  Presenteeism                   0.89         0.92                    0.74
  Conscientiousness              0.67         0.85                    0.39
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###### 

Intercorrelations between discrimination (PED), positive affect (PA), negative affect (NA), presenteeism (PAW), and conscientiousness (C).

  Variables (Mean, SD)   Item                                                        
  ---------------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- ----
  PED (5.36, 0.70)       1              \-             \-             \-             \-
  PA (2.29, 0.76)        −0.22 \*\*\*   1              \-             \-             \-
  NA (4.24, 0.61)        0.41 \*\*\*    −0.45 \*\*\*   1              \-             \-
  PAW (8.58, 1.42)       0.22 \*\*\*    −0.34 \*\*\*   0.28 \*\*\*    1              \-
  C (3.30, 0.38)         −0.20 \*\*\*   0.34 \*\*\*    −0.27 \*\*\*   −0.27 \*\*\*   1

Note: \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001. Abbreviations: P, presenteeism; D, discrimination; PA, positive affect; NA, negative affect: C, conscientiousness.

ijerph-17-01425-t005_Table 5

###### 

Regression of positive affect on discrimination, conscientiousness, and their interaction.

                      Outcome                                Variable    β                      SE                   CI
  ------------------- -------------------------------------- ----------- ---------------------- -------------------- --------------------
  R^2^ = 0.1450       Positive Affect                        Gender      0.0656 \*              0.0311               \[0.0046, 0.1267\]
  Discrimination      0.1812 \*\*\*                          0.0229      \[0.1362, 0.2261\]                          
  Conscientiousness   −0.6426 \*\*\*                         0.0413      \[−0.7236, −0.5616\]                        
  ∆R^2^ = 0.0018      Positive Affect \* Conscientiousness   0.1023 \*   0.0485                 \[0.0072, 0.1973\]   

Note: SE, standard error; CI, confidence interval; *β*, regression coefficient. \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001, \* 0.01\< *p* \< 0.05.
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###### 

Indirect effects of discrimination on positive affect, by level of conscientiousness.

  Variable   BC 1000 BOOT                              
  ---------- -------------- -------- -------- -------- --------
  Low        1.3130         0.1420   0.0264   0.0901   0.1938
  Mean       1.6961         0.1812   0.0229   0.1362   0.2261
  High       2.0792         0.2204   0.0323   0.1571   0.2836

Note: Coefficients represent specific indirect effects and standard errors at different values of conscientiousness, and the lower and upper bounds of 95% BC bootstrap confidence intervals for that effect, with 1000 bootstrap samples. Low signifies values at 1 SD below the mean, mean signifies values at the mean, and high signifies values at 1 SD above the mean. Abbreviations: IND, indirect effects; LLCI, lower level of confidence interval; ULCI, upper level of confidence interval.
